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Ulric Neisser and Paul Weene, in a paper entitled "A Note on Human 
Recognition of Hand-Printed Characters" [Information and Control 3, 2 
(1960)] report results of a series of tests that they conducted to determine 
the accuracy of human observers when reading hand-written script. A 
similar series of tests has been conducted in these laboratories--a paper 
has been submitted for publication to the Journal of the British Institute 
of Radio Engineers. It  appears there is considerable disagreement be- 
tween these two sets of results, and it is the purpose of this note to 
examine this disagreement. 
The main point of discrepancy lies in the error rate: Neisser and Weene 
quote 4 % for their subjects, whereas a figure much closer to 15 % was 
obtained in my tests. In detail, the factors which might have caused the 
discrepancy are as follows. 
(1) The 15 % error rate was obtained when both lower ease and capital 
letters were included in the samples. The introduction of two separate 
sets of symbols (upper and lower ease) increases the error rate. 
The 4 % error rate refers only to capital etters. 
(2) Care was taken in our tests to produce a random sample, whereas 
Neisser and Weene used other selection criteria; for instance, if the char- 
acters were faint or printed sideways, they were rejected. 
This does disclose an interesting point which is not dealt with by 
either paper; namely, the frequency of occurrence of certain letters in 
written English has not been preserved in either set of test. This point 
could well be taken up in future tests. 
(3) Ten subjects performed both series of tests. In the 15 % error rate 
series the ten subjects were drawn arbitrarily from the clerical and scien- 
title staff of these Laboratories, and no data were rejected. 
Neisser and Weene however ejected one subject, whose results were 
significantly poorer than the other nine on the grounds that he was 
myopic. This is a reasonable omission if the authors are looking for best 
possible results, but it would have been interesting to have seen average 
results based on all ten subjects, as well. 
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